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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments, see p. 9 of the Remarks filed 6/9/08, with respect to the 
rejection of claims 11-15 and 24 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 01 have been fully considered and 
are persuasive. That rejection has been withdrawn. 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 6/9/08 with respect to the objection to the 
specification have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. The specification 
fails to provide antecedent basis for the term "tangible storage medium". The 
specification fails to use the term "tangible" in any location, and fails to provide 
disclosure adequate to ascertain the meaning of the term "tangible". 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 6/9/08 with respect to the rejection of claims 1 under 
35 U.S.C. § 103 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

4. With regard to claim 1 , and Applicant's assertion that the combination of Muret, 
Tsuchida and Miller fails to teach "executing a database query across the parallel 
processing modules using a moving difference database management function to select 
from the data all entries associated with a particular user and corresponding to a single 
session of that user" (Remarks 11-12), the Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

Once again, Applicant's arguments attack the cited references individually and 
fail to consider the combined teachings of the references. One cannot show 
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nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 
1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091,231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

While Applicant asserts that "the Examiner has conceded that Muret fails to 
disclose" the above quoted limitation, the Office action of 2/13/08 clearly stated that the 
combination of Muret and Tsuchida taught executing a database query across the 
parallel processing modules to select from the data all entries associated with a 
particular user and corresponding to a single session of that user (Office action of 
2/13/08, §15). The Examiner agrees that the combination of Muret and Tsuchida fails to 
teach executing the database query using a moving difference database management 
function. However, use of such a function is taught by Miller, as discussed in detail in 
the Office action of 2/13/08 (§15). Miller teaches that a moving difference database 
function can be used to calculate a moving difference between entries in a sorted list (p. 
25, II. 25-35). One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that this function 
could be used to select data from the database used in Muret, and would have 
recognized advantages of doing so (i.e., permitting use of a single function to quickly 
and easily locate all entries in the database time stamped within a defined range, such 
as the 30 minute interval taught by Muret H171]). 

5. All features of the claimed invention, except the use of "a moving difference 
database function" are taught by Muret and/or Tsuchida, as discussed in numerous 
previous Office actions and the BPAI decision of 6/19/2006. Miller, teaches the use of a 



Application/Control Number: 09/752,355 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2153 

moving difference database function (MDIFF function), as admitted by Applicant 
(Declaration of 10/31/07, 1J12). All elements of the claimed invention are taught by the 
prior art. Applicant's claimed invention has merely taken these prior art elements and 
combined them using known methods. "The combination of familiar elements according 
to known methods is likely to be obvious when it does no more than yield predictable 
results." Leapfrog Enter., Inc. v. Fisher-Price, Inc., 485 F.3d 1 157, 1 161 (Fed. Cir. 2007) 
(quoting KSR Int'l Co. v. Teleflex, Inc., 127 S. Ct. 1727, 1739 (2007)). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Muret et al. (US 2002/0042821) in view of Tsuchida et al. (US 6,026,394) in further view 
of Miller et al. (WO 00/20998). 

8. With regard to claim 1 , Muret et al. disclose a method for use in tracking the 
actions of an Internet user, comprising: 

loading data from a plurality of transaction logs of a plurality of Internet servers 
into a database system (log engine loads log files into a table for processing) fl[51, 
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Lines 1-2 and 1J57), where the data includes an entry for each request to the Internet 
server fl[51, Lines 4-6), including information identifying the which user submitted the 
request (1171 , Lines 7-10) and information identifying the time at which the request was 
received 0|55, Lines 1-5); and 

selecting from the data all entries associated with a particular user and 
corresponding to a single session of that user flj71). Muret et al. fails to disclose that the 
database system is managed by plural parallel processing modules or executing a 
database query across the plural parallel processing modules using a moving difference 
database management function to select the entries from the data. 

Tsuchida et al. teach the use of plural parallel processing modules as a means to 
decrease the time required to search a database (Col 2, Lines 54-58). Tsuchida 
discloses a plurality of parallel processing modules including distribution nodes, join 
nodes, and decision management nodes (Col 2, Line 59 to Col 3, Line 18). These 
nodes distribute the workload related to the query process, and work on it in parallel to 
achieve a result faster. 

Miller discloses a similar system for retrieving data from a database. Miller 
teaches using a moving difference database function to produce determine a moving 
difference for data in a sorted list. This would have been an advantageous addition to 
the system disclosed by Muret since it would have allowed the user to use a single 
function to easily locate all entries in the database that are time stamped within a 
defined range, such as the 30 minutes taught by Muret flj71). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use plural parallel processing modules in the database 
system to select the entries for a particular user from the data and extract the entries 
from a the database using a moving difference database function. These additions 
would have been advantageous since it they have greatly sped up the process of 
sorting through the data to select the desired entries. 

9. With regard to claim 2, Muret et al. further disclose that the step of selecting 
includes selecting entries with time stamps lying in a predetermined range (1171 , Lines 
10-13). 

1 0. With regard to claim 3, Muret et al. further disclose that the step of selecting 
includes comparing time stamps of entries and selecting each entry for which the time 
stamp differs from the time stamp of another entry by less than a predetermined amount 
0171, Lines 10-13). 

1 1 . With regard to claim 4, Muret et al. further disclose that the step of selecting 
includes selecting each entry for which the time stamp differs from the time stamp of 
another entry by less than 30 minutes 0171, Lines 10-13). 

12. With regard to claim 5, Muret et al. further disclose sorting the selected entries 
chronologically to reconstruct the user's clickstream 0172, Lines 4-5). 
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13. With regard to claim 6, Muret et al. disclose a computer program for use in 
tracking the actions of an Internet user, the program comprising executable instructions 
that cause one or more computers to: 

load data from transaction logs of a plurality of Internet servers into a database 
system (log engine loads log files into a table for processing) 0|51, Lines 1-2 and 1J57), 
where the data includes an entry for each request to the Internet server (11,51 , Lines 4- 
6), including information identifying the which user submitted the request (1171 , Lines 7- 
10) and information identifying the time at which the request was received 1J55, Lines 1- 
5); and 

select all entries associated with a particular user and corresponding to a single 
session of that user 0171). Muret et al. fails to disclose that the database system is 
managed by plural parallel processing modules or executing a database query using a 
moving difference database management function across the plural parallel processing 
modules to select the entries from the data. 

Tsuchida et al. teach the use of plural parallel processing modules as a means to 
decrease the time required to search a database (Col 2, Lines 54-58). Tsuchida 
discloses a plurality of parallel processing modules including distribution nodes, join 
nodes, and decision management nodes (Col 2, Line 59 to Col 3, Line 18). These 
nodes distribute the workload related to the query process, and work on it in parallel to 
achieve a result faster. 
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Miller discloses a similar system for retrieving data from a database. Miller 
teaches using a moving difference database function to produce determine a moving 
difference for data in a sorted list. This would have been an advantageous addition to 
the system disclosed by Muret since it would have allowed the user to use a single 
function to easily locate all entries in the database that are time stamped within a 
defined range, such as the 30 minutes taught by Muret flj71). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use plural parallel processing modules in the database 
system to select the entries for a particular user from the data and extract the entries 
from a the database using a moving difference database function. These additions 
would have been advantageous since it they have greatly sped up the process of 
sorting through the data to select the desired entries. 

14. With regard to claim 7, Muret et al. further disclose that, in selecting entries, the 
computer selects entries with time stamps lying in a predetermined range (1171, Lines 
10-13). 

15. With regard to claim 8, Muret et al. further disclose that, in selecting entries, the 
computer compares time stamps of entries and selects each entry for which the time 
stamp differs from the time stamp of another entry by less than a predetermined amount 
0171, Lines 10-13). 
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16. With regard to claim 9, Muret et al. further disclose that, in selecting entries, the 
computer selects each entry for which the time stamp differs from the time stamp of 
another entry by less than 30 minutes (1171, Lines 10-13). 

1 7. With regard to claim 1 0, Muret et al. further disclose that the computer sorts the 
selected entries chronologically to reconstruct the user's clickstream (1172, Lines 4-5). 

18. With regard to claim 1 1 , Muret et al. disclose a database system comprising: 

a plurality of data-storage facilities (database) (Fig 1 , 300) for use in storing data 
received from transaction logs of a plurality of Internet server computers (1J51 ), where 
the data includes an entry for each request to the Internet server computers (1J51, Lines 
4-6), including information identifying the which user submitted the request (1171, Lines 
7-10) and information identifying the time at which the request was received (1J55, Lines 
1-5); and 

one or more processing modules configured to manage the data stored in the 
data storage facilities (log engine) (H57); and 

a database-management component configured to select from the data all 
entries associated with a particular user and corresponding to a single session of that 
user (U71 ). Muret et al. fails to disclose that the database system comprises plural 
parallel processing modules or executing a database query across the plural parallel 
processing modules using a moving difference database management function to select 
the entries from the data. 
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Tsuchida et al. teach the use of plural parallel processing modules as a means to 
decrease the time required to search a database (Col 2, Lines 54-58). Tsuchida 
discloses a plurality of parallel processing modules including distribution nodes, join 
nodes, and decision management nodes (Col 2, Line 59 to Col 3, Line 18). These 
nodes distribute the workload related to the query process, and work on it in parallel to 
achieve a result faster. 

Miller discloses a similar system for retrieving data from a database. Miller 
teaches using a moving difference database function to produce determine a moving 
difference for data in a sorted list. This would have been an advantageous addition to 
the system disclosed by Muret since it would have allowed the user to use a single 
function to easily locate all entries in the database that are time stamped within a 
defined range, such as the 30 minutes taught by Muret (1171). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use plural parallel processing modules in the database 
system to select the entries for a particular user from the data and extract the entries 
from a the database using a moving difference database function. These additions 
would have been advantageous since it they have greatly sped up the process of 
sorting through the data to select the desired entries. 

19. With regard to claim 12, Muret et al. further disclose that the database- 
management component is configured to select entries with time stamps lying in a 
predetermined range (1171, Lines 10-13). 
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20. With regard to claim 13, Muret et al. further disclose that the database- 
management component is configured to compare time stamps of entries and select 
each entry for which the time stamp differs from the time stamp of another entry by less 
than a predetermined amount (1171, Lines 10-13). 

21 . With regard to claim 14, Muret et al. further disclose that the database- 
management component is configured to select each entry for which the time stamp 
differs from the time stamp of another entry by less than 30 minutes (1171 , Lines 10-13). 

22. With regard to claim 15, Muret et al. further disclose that the database- 
management component is configured to sort the selected entries chronologically to 
reconstruct the user's clickstream (1172, Lines 4-5). 

23. With regard to claim 16, Muret further discloses processing the data loaded into a 
single database table to extract each entry in the single database table the information 
identifying which user submitted the request (IP address) and the information identifying 
the time at which the request was received (timestamp) (at least 11,55). 

24. With regard to claim 17, Muret further discloses storing the extracted information 
in a database table having multiple columns, one for the information identifying which 
user submitted the request, and another for the information identifying the time at which 
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the request was received (each line is separated into several fields, including IP/session 
ID and timestamp) (at least 1J55 and 71 ). 

25. With regard to claim 1 8, Muret further discloses that loading data into a single 
database table includes loading data into a table having a single column, where the 
single column includes a row for each entry in the one or more transaction logs of the 
one or more Internet servers (at least ^5*1 and 55). 

26. Claims 1 9-21 are rejected under the same rationale as claims 1 6-1 8, since they 
recite substantially identical subject matter. Any differences between the claims do not 
result in patentably distinct claims and all of the limitations are taught by the above cited 
art. 

27. Claims 22-24 are rejected under the same rationale as claim 17, since they recite 
substantially identical subject matter. Any differences between the claims do not result 
in patentably distinct claims and all of the limitations are taught by the above cited art. 

Conclusion 

28. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
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TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

29. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to AARON STRANGE whose telephone number is 
(571)272-3959. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glen Burgess can be reached on 571-272-3949. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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